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ABSTRACT
A major step toward adulthood for Americans is being gainfully employed
and independent after graduating from high school. Charter schools now play a
key part in this aspiration. This is essential because young adults with disabilities
face difficulties in obtaining employment and living. Some charter school students
fare better than traditional school students, while others do worse. The exception
is students with disabilities, in that they excel and outperform in the charter
school environment. This is not the case with San Bernardino City Unified School
District charter school students with disabilities. Not only do they not outperform
their regular education peers, but actually regress in their academic performance.
The study was an intrinsic case study dealing with charter schools
operating in the San Bernardino City Unified School District. A quantitative
approach was employed using Data Quest, a California database that collects
the API scores of all charter schools and the district. The hypothesis is formed
from a number of concerns as to the efficacy of charter schools. Out of these
concerns developed the research question, "how effective are SBCUSD charter
schools in meeting the needs of students with disabilities?" From this question
the hypothesis was derived that SBCUSD charter schools are meeting the needs
of students with disabilities.
The results of this study showed that only one charter school of the eight
examined met all its target goals. The four of eight charter schools were not
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meeting their target goals, but in fact their students learning outcomes
decreased, which is unacceptable by the standards set by NCLB.
For further research, a qualitative study can be conducted that will focus
on why San Bernardino City Unified School District charter schools are not
addressing the needs of their students with disabilities. Charter schools are to act
as a place where new and innovative teaching strategies are to be developed
and shared. Unfortunately, half of the schools examined did not accomplish this.
It falls on the district to investigate why and take corrective measures
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

Necessity of Education in the Global Economy
A major step toward adulthood for Americans is employment. "Getting and
keeping a good job is a major benchmark of adult status" (Fourqurean,
Meisgeier, Swank, & Williams, 1991, pp. 400; Furstenburg, Kennedy, McLoyd,
Rumbaut, & Settersten, 2004); Hendey & Pascall, 2001) Being gainfully
employed and functionally independent is expected after high school (Harvey,
2001). This means meeting the needs of employment, housing, and healthcare
(Hendey & Pascall, 2001). In order to accomplish these goals, today's global
economy calls for new technological skills, which should be provided by
vocational counselors and educators (Rojewski, 1999; Johnson, Stodden,
Emanuel, Luecking, & Mack, 2002). Unfortunately, this has proven difficult for
those with special needs.

Vulnerability of Those with Special Needs
Young adults with disabilities face significant difficulties in obtaining
employment, accessing postsecondary education, and living independently
(Johnson, Stodden, Emanuel, Luecking, & Mack, 2002). Children with disabilities
have a high risk of growing up in poverty and not being able to achieve the adult
goals of employment, economic independence, housing, and citizenship. They
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are more likely to live with their parents, with most working only part-time
(Hendey & Pascall, 2001). Those with severe disabilities have a 30.7% chance of
obtaining employment, compared to 75.2% for those with nonsevere disabilities,
and 83.5% for those with no disability. Of those with severe disabilities, 27.1%
live in poverty compared to 12% of those with nonsevere disability, and 9.1% of
those with no disabilities (Brault M, 2008).

No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Correcting Educational
Imbalance
A report by the National Commission on Excellence in Education, titled "A
Nation at Risk," asserted that America's educational system was not preparing its
students for the labor market and was falling short of providing equitable
opportunities for all U.S. children. It stated that nothing short of a major structural
change will fix these problems (Goldberg & Harvey, 1983).
This report helped bring about several federal and state educational
reforms, including the School to Work Opportunities Act of 1994, Goals 2000:
Educate America Act of 1994, and Improving America's Schools Act of 1994. The
goal was to improve public school programs for all students from diverse,
multicultural, and poverty backgrounds. The reauthorization of IDEA in 1997
ensured students would have greater access to general education curriculum
and assessment. Beginning with the Reagan administration in the 1980s, the
U.S. Department of Education stressed the importance of improving transitional
services by assuming a crucial role in influencing federal, state, and local efforts.
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The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) of 1990 and the IDEA
Amendments of 1997 require state and local educational agencies to address
transitional services for students with disabilities (Johnson, Stodden, Emanuel,
Luecking, & Mack, 2002). IDEA of 1997 provided students with disabilities new
opportunities to participate in general education courses for them to earn a
diploma and prepare them for adult life. Because of the requirements of No Child
Left Behind of 2002(NCLB), the emphasis of accountability in special education
becomes more important (Rhim, Lange, & Ahearn, 2005).
NCLB amended the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965
(ESEA) by holding all public schools, including charter schools, to the same
standards of academic performance (Finnigan, Adelman, Anderson, Cotton,
Donnelly, & Price, 2004). In January 2002, NCLB was signed into law, which
included the restructuring of schools that chronically did not make Adequate
Yearly Progress (AYP) (Nelson, Rosenberg, & Van Meter, 2004). For schools
that do not meet AYP goals and receive federal Title I funding, NCLB put in place
a system of ever-increasing sanctions. These schools are categorized as
program improvement. After four consecutive years of not meeting AYP
benchmarks, serious measures are taken in improving school’s performance,
such as restructuring. After the fifth year, if AYP goals are not met, the school
must put into operation a plan outlined by NCLB that entails:
1. Reopen the school as a public charter school.
2. Replace all or most of the school staff.
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3. Contract with a private entity to manage the school.
4. Turn the school over to a state education agency (SEA). (California
School Boards Association, 2009)
The purpose of California's own charter school laws, in addition to NCLB,
is to permit school districts to transform their own schools into charter schools if
they deem it necessary (California School Boards Association, 2009).

Correcting the Educational Imbalance of Those with
Special Needs
Charter schools now play a key part in the high-stakes accountability of
NCLB (Nelson, Rosenberg, & Van Meter, 2004). Charter schools are public
schools that operate under the authority of a state charter statute, but are exempt
from specific state or local regulations. This grants them greater autonomy to
create successful learning environments, but with this autonomy comes
increased accountability (Rhim, Lange, & Ahearn, 2005). Parents who enroll their
children in a charter school do so because of its attractive features and negative
experiences with the previous school. Regrettably, because of their lack of
extracurricular activities and transportation, staff at some charter schools counsel
parents against enrolling their child if he/she has a disability. On the other hand,
some charter schools are designed specifically for children with disabilities or are
considered at-risk (Nelson, Rosenberg, & Van Meter, 2004). Charter schools do
not have the autonomy that is suggested. Instead, they are influenced by state
laws, and the partnerships they share with the school districts they are chartered
4

with. The underlying premise is that greater autonomy, such as teacher
autonomy and types of instruction, will promote innovation and change
(Finnegan, 2007).

Supporters and Non-supporters of Charter Schools
Supporters of charter schools claimed that charter schools will:
1. Encourage innovation.
2. Will be more accountable and focus on results.
3. Expand school choice.
4. Provide new professional opportunities for teachers.
5. Require little or no additional money.
6. Act as a catalyst for improvement. (American Federation of Teachers,
2002)
Non-Supporters of charter schools believe that charter schools will:
1. Enroll more affluent students.
2. Be no more innovative than public schools.
3. Rely on low-paid and inexperienced teachers
4. Exploit teachers and other educational personnel.
5. Reduce resources to traditional schools.
6. Be no more accountable, and maybe even less accountable.
7. Undermine the democratic nature of public schooling in America.
(American Federation of Teachers, 2002)
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Mixed Results of Charter School Success
A report by the California State University (1998) showed that the results
of student achievement were mixed between charter schools and traditional
public schools. Reading was significantly higher, while math was significantly
lower for charter schools. African-American students performed significantly
better in reading, with Hispanic students considerably worse in math. Lowerincome students improved in both reading and math, compared to traditional
school students. English Language Learners also had significant gains in reading
and math in comparison to their peers in traditional public schools. The same
applies for special education students (CSU Institute for Education Reform,
1998). A study by Stanford Research Institute (SRI) International in 1997 showed
that children in charter schools are generally not held accountable for student
performance (American Federation of Teachers, 2002). Another study of charter
schools in Los Angeles showed that they met only some of their goals. In the
1999-2000 school year, the Academic Performance Index (API) ranked 54 of 97
charter schools as below average in comparison to local school districts. Overall,
charter school impact on student achievement was mixed. The fact is that states
rarely hold charter schools responsible and simply ignore their evaluations and
accountability. The evaluations that do take place are mixed, which raises the
question why low-performing charter schools are not shut down (American
Federation of Teachers, 2002).
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Design and Methodology
Design
The study will be an intrinsic case study dealing with charter schools
operating in the San Bernardino City Unified School District.
Case studies are one preferred method of research because they can
epistemologically relate to the reader's experiences (Stake, 1978). A case study
is important because it draws attention to a question that can be specifically
answered only from that single case, and an intrinsic case study is to understand
a particular case (Stake, 2000). It can be a small step toward greater
generalization. The outline of the study will include: nature of the case; case's
historical background; physical setting.
Methodology
The study will be an intrinsic case study dealing with charter schools
operating in the San Bernardino City Unified School District. A quantitative
approach will be employed using Data Quest, a California database that collects
the API scores of all charter schools and the district. This data will be analyzed
using the quantitative analysis program SPSS to compare the performance of
charter schools with the district.
Hypothesis
The hypothesis is formed from a number of concerns as to the efficacy of
charter schools. States rarely hold charter schools accountable. Many charter
schools do not enroll a child if they have special needs. Charter schools often
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use outside sources to service students with disabilities; this can prove to be
below par. Out of these concerns comes the research question, "how effective
are SBCUSD charter schools in meeting the needs of students with disabilities?"
From this question the hypothesis is derived that SBCUSD charter schools are
meeting the needs of students with disabilities.
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CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW

History and Operations of Charter Schools
History
In 1988, Albert Shanker first introduced charter schools as a means to
improve public school education. They would be created by groups of teachers
and/or parents wanting to improve on both instruction and student learning. Over
time, this would set in motion a "cycle of curriculum improvement and renewal”
(American Federation of Teachers, 2002. p.9)." The American Federation of
Teachers (AFT) supported the creation of charter schools in the beginning, with
the goal of providing parents with alternative schools that would be held
accountable and would offer teachers new professional opportunities. The AFT
also insisted that charter schools protect the rights of teachers. According to this
report, charter schools have failed to live up to these goals. Although they do not
make a point of selecting only the best students, they have neglected lowincome, English language learners, and special education students (American
Federation of Teachers, 2002).
In 1991, Minnesota was the first state to authorize charter schools (Laws
of Minnesota 1991, chapter 265, article 9, section 3.) The first was City Academy
in St. Paul, in 1992. Currently, there are more than 150 charter schools in
Minnesota. Nationwide, there are more than 5,700 charter schools, in which 1.9
9

million children are enrolled (Minnesota Legislative Reference Library, 2012). In
1992, California became the second state to allow the creation of charter
schools. The Charter Schools Act of 1992 was the original legislation authorizing
the creation of charter schools and allowing them to be exempt from existing
education laws (Hill, 2004). The first charter schools opened in the 1993-94
school year. It has been found that charter schools are cost-effective in that their
students achieve the same academic results as those of traditional public
schools, even though their cost of operation is less.
The California Legislature's intent behind establishing charter schools was
to provide opportunities for teachers, parents/guardians, pupils, and community
members to establish charter schools for the purpose of:
1. Improving student learning.
2. Increasing learning opportunities for all students.
3. Encouraging use of different and innovative teaching methods.
4. Creating new professional opportunities for teachers.
5. Providing parent/guardians and pupils with more varied choices of
education.
6. Holding charter schools accountable for student performance.
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7. Providing competition within the public school system. (California School
Boards Association, 2009)
Characteristics of Charter Schools
There is no typical charter school. Some focus on technology, others on
the arts. Some are small and nurturing, others are large and involved just in
learning. Some require uniforms, others do not. Even so, there is one similarity
they all have in common, a high degree of parental involvement (CSU Institute
for Education Reform, 1998). There are three characteristics that differentiate
charter schools from traditional public schools:
1. Teachers are permitted to become risk takers.
2. Parents become partners and participants.
3. Administrators become goal-oriented, rather than focusing on test scores.
(CSU Institute for Education Reform, 1998)
Because charter school policies are to be a vehicle for change, rather than
an approach, they should be considered an opportunity, not a blueprint. Charter
school legislation does not require a particular program or instructional approach;
the missions and philosophies of charter schools vary. Nevertheless, charter
schools have five key features:
1. They can be created by almost anyone.
2. They are exempt from most state and local regulations.
3. They are attended by students whose parents have chosen that particular
charter school.
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4. Their staff educators are there by choice.
5. They can be closed for not producing satisfactory results. (Finnigan,
Adelman, Anderson, Cotton, Donnelly, & Price, 2004)
Intended Purpose of Charter Schools
The intended purpose behind public charter schools was to "provide
opportunities for teachers, parents, pupils, and community members to establish
and maintain schools that operate independently from the existing school district
structure” (Green, 2011). Charter schools are based on the premise that the
"market-based reforms" of parental choice will introduce competition into public
education and, thereby, foster improved schools and student achievement (Rhim,
Lange, & Ahearn, 2005).

Operations Behind Charter Schools
Application Process
Forty-one states and the District of Columbia have laws allowing for the
establishment of charter schools. In order for a charter school to be opened, its
charter must be sanctioned. The definition of a charter is: a written instrument
that creates and defines the franchises of a city, educational institution, or
corporation with special privilege, immunity, or exemption. Therefore, “a charter
school is a tax-supported school established by a charter between a granting
body (as a school board) and an outside group (as of teachers and parents)
which operates the school without most local and state educational regulations
12

so as to achieve set goals” (Merriam-Webster, 2013). This process is overseen
by an authorizer. An authorizer is an entity that has the legal authority to grant
charters. There are six types of authorizers: 1) higher education institutions, 2)
independent chartering boards, 3) school districts or local education agencies
(LEAs), 4) Mayor/Municipalities, 5) not-for-profit organizations, and 6) State
Educational Agencies (SEAs) (U.S. Department of Education, 2012). The
percentage of types of charter school authorizers varies: local school boards or
districts (45%), state boards of education (41%), universities or colleges (12%),
and independent special charter school boards (2%) (Finnigan, Adelman,
Anderson, Cotton, Donnelly, & Price, 2004). During the application process,
applicants are screened for instructional strategies, governance procedures,
accountability, and business plans. If a school fails to meet the terms of its
charter, the authorizers are to implement formal sanctions (Finnigan, Adelman,
Anderson, Cotton, Donnelly, & Price, 2004).
As of April 2011, California has 911 active charter schools. California uses
three types of authorizers: 1) local school districts, 2) County boards of
education, and 3) the State Board of Education. The most common charter
authorizers are school boards. Since the inception of charter schools, 258
governmental agencies have authorized charter schools, with 234 school districts
being the primary agencies (Hill, 2004). The process for authorization begins with
the local school district accepting or rejecting the charter school’s application. If
the application is rejected, the charter school can appeal and submit the
13

application to the County Board of Education. If the County Board of Education
rejects the application, an appeal can be made to the State Board of Education
(U.S. Department of Education, 2012).
Authorizer Responsibilities
Authorizers monitor schools in the following areas: 1) compliance with
federal or state regulations; 2) student achievement results by means of
statewide assessments; 3) enrollment numbers; 4) financial record keeping; and
5) special education services. Authorizers monitor charter schools either
annually or more than once a year in the areas of financial record-keeping,
enrollment numbers, and special education services (Finnigan, Adelman,
Anderson, Cotton, Donnelly, & Price, 2004). While charter school operators
develop proposals that outline the goals and objectives for their school, it is the
authorizers who hold the school responsible for their charter (Rhim, Lange, &
Ahearn, 2006).

Educational Efforts toward Students with Disabilities
Make-up of Charter Schools
Charter schools educate less than 2% of all public school students and
are concentrated in Arizona, California, Michigan, and Texas. They often are
located in or near inner cities, where public schools are under scrutiny, and with
a greater population that offers a large potential market. Charter school student
populations are often more homogenous in race and social class. Students that
14

attend charter schools are mostly White and African-American. Charter schools
enroll fewer English Language Learners (ELL) students, 8% fewer than
traditional schools. In Texas, only 3% of charter school students are ELL in
comparison to 12% in traditional schools. Charter schools enroll fewer students
with disabilities, especially those with the most severe problems (American
Federation of Teachers, 2002).
Charter schools provide instruction either in a traditional or non-traditional
classroom setting. Traditional is where at least 80% of the instruction is offered at
the school site. Non-traditional is where 20% of instructional time is offered at the
site, with the rest consisting of independent study, home study, distant study,
computer-based study, and work-study. Charter schools receive the same
revenue limits that traditional public schools receive (Hill, 2004).
A charter school's legal identity is central to its special education policies.
Special education is one of the most critical of a charter school's educational
obligations (Rhim, Lange, & Ahearn, 2005). The charter school contract is drafted
with the intent of providing the same services associated with traditional schools,
which includes servicing students with disabilities (Rhim, Lange, & Ahearn,
2006).
Definitions of Disabilities
IDEA lists 13 different disability categories under which 3 through 21 year
olds may be eligible for services. The disability categories listed in IDEA are:


autism;
15



deaf-blindness;



deafness;



emotional disturbance;



hearing impairment;



intellectual disability;



multiple disabilities;



orthopedic impairment;



other health impairment;



specific learning disability;



speech or language impairment;



traumatic brain injury; or



visual impairment (including blindness). (US Department of Education,
2013)
California classifies a student with disabilities as having 1 of 13 disabilities,

which are: mental retardation, hard of hearing, deaf, speech or language
impairment, visual impairments, emotional disturbance, orthopedic impairment,
other health impairment, specific learning disability, deaf-blindness, multiple
disabilities, autism, or traumatic brain injury (Rhim, Faukner, & McLaughlin,
2006).
Means of Educating Students with Disabilities
Charter school legislation in the early 1990s devoted little toward special
education, despite the fact that Charter schools now played a key part in the
16

high-stakes accountability of NCLB to target special education and at-risk
students (Nelson, Rosenberg, & Van Meter, 2004). Special education entails
specifically designed instruction to meet the needs of students with disabilities.
Students with special needs are often difficult and costly to educate (Beales &
Bertonneau, 1997). Many charter schools struggle to understand their roles and
responsibilities with regards to special education (Rhim, Lange, & Ahearn, 2005).
Frequently, special education is an afterthought in the development of charter
schools, with most students with disabilities attending general education
classrooms (Rhim, Faukner, & McLaughlin, 2006). The charter school contract is
drafted with the intent of providing the same services associated with traditional
public schools, which includes servicing students with disabilities. There are a
number of variables that can influence a charter school's success or failure. One
is whether a charter school's special education support services are internal or
external, whether it relies on its own resources or outside assistance.
There are three challenges that charter schools face in providing these
services: 1) finding qualified teachers, 2) having adequate funds, and 3) knowing
the laws and regulations that affect special education (Rhim & Lange, 2005, p.
36). There are two major governance issues when it comes to the
implementation of special education: its legal identity, and the relationship with
the rest of the public education (Nelson, Rosenberg, & Van Meter, 2004).
Charter school authorizers need to see that each charter school will
amass the human, fiscal, and organizational capacity to fulfill their special
17

education responsibilities prior to opening. This can include funding for special
education teachers and related services, contractors with outside providers,
procedures for developing IEPs, and a strategic plan for implementing all of
these goals. In order to accomplish this, charter schools should be given a
variety of options, not a fixed set of prescribed procedures. In addition, state
education agencies must monitor to make sure that charter schools and
traditional schools are not inappropriately influencing parental decisions about
where to send their children (Nelson, Rosenberg, & Van Meter, 2004).
Support Services
Special education entails specially designed instruction to meet the unique
needs of a child with a disability. In addition, there is transportation, speechlanguage pathology, interpreting services, psychological services, and physical
and occupational therapy. These can be offered by an outside source, such as a
local school district, and can be à la carte, a menu of services to choose from.
The relationship with an outside provider can be voluntary or involuntary. If a
charter school is an independent LEA, it can make its own decisions. If it is a part
of the district, it has little or no choice regarding the choice of special education
services (Rhim, Lange, & Ahearn, 2006).
Implementing special educational services is complex because it involves
state and federal finance, transportation, federal and state special education
laws, monitoring and reporting, staff requirements, and other areas relating to
students with disabilities (Rhim, Lange, & Ahearn, 2005). The challenge for start18

up charter schools is implementing multiple systems that must be in place to put
into operation special education services on the first day of operation. This must
be mastered prior to opening the charter school and to be in compliance with
IDEA (Rhim, Lange, & Ahearn, 2005).
During the first one to three years, a charter school should be affiliated
with a special education provider for creating an infrastructure where a group of
experts can help provide a free and appropriate education (FAPE). This help can
come from either a state education agency (SEA) or a local education agency
(LEA) (Nelson, Rosenberg, & Van Meter, 2004). These agencies generally have
decades of experience in educating students with disabilities and dealing with
federal, state, and local special education policies and procedures (Rhim, Lange,
& Ahearn, 2006). Another party that has influence over a charter school is the
Special Education Local Plan Area (SELPA), which coordinates with school
districts and the County Office of Education to provide a continuum of programs
and services for disabled individuals from birth through 22 years of age. Charter
schools that decide to become their own LEA must still join a SELPA or create
their own in conjunction with other charter schools. Charter schools that do not
choose to become LEA must become a part of the school district's LEA.
California LEAs are responsible for distributing their share of special
educational funds to charter schools. In return, charter schools must contribute a
portion of their funding to support district-wide special education instructional
services. These charges are known as "encroachments." These costs can range
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from $100 to as much as $1000 per student (Nelson, Rosenberg, & Van Meter,
2004). Because smaller school districts cannot afford the specialized personnel
services they will usually form cooperatives to share the costs and resources.
Sometimes, a group of charter schools might form their own cooperative, which
may be in their best interests if conflicts arise regarding the alignment of their
educational philosophy with the LEA’s (Nelson, Rosenberg, & Van Meter, 2004).
A legal analysis of charter schools shows that the language in IDEA, as to
whether a charter school is an autonomous LEA or not, dictates its special
educational responsibilities. If it is autonomous, then it is solely responsible for
providing the full spectrum of services (Rhim, Lange, & Ahearn, 2005).

Servicing Students with Disabilities
Percentage of Students with Disabilities
Special education has been defined as major issues facing charter
schools. All charter schools must comply with the civil rights statutes that protect
students' access to public education regardless of race, ethnicity, religion, or
disability. The U.S. Department of Education Office for Civil Rights (2000) states
that the principles behind civil rights also apply to charter schools. An evaluation
of Michigan's charter schools shows that they generally enroll fewer children with
disabilities than traditional public schools, and those they do enroll have mild
disabilities, as opposed to those with more severe disabilities who require more
services (Nelson, Rosenberg, & Van Meter, 2004). In general, charter schools
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service special education students slightly less (7.6%), in comparison to
traditional public schools (8.9%). Start-up charter schools service only 5.5%,
compared to conversion charter schools, which is 10% (Hill, 2004). A new startup school is a new school that may offer a specific model of educational delivery,
but does not have existing staff or students in the beginning. A conversion school
is one that has existed prior to becoming a charter school (Rhim, Lange, &
Ahearn, 2005).
In comparing traditional schools with charter schools, traditional schools
enroll a greater number of students having mental retardation (6% compared to
2%), speech and language impairment (22% compared to 20%), and emotional
disturbance (4% compared to 3%). This also applies to multiple disabilities,
autism, orthopedic impairment, visual impairment, hard of hearing, and traumatic
brain injury. On the other hand, charter schools enroll a greater number of
students that have specific learning disabilities (61% compared to 55%) and deaf
students(2% compared to 1%) (Rhim, Faukner, & McLaughlin, 2006).
One significant difference is that charter schools are more likely to
mainstream special education students (39%), with 64% for start-up schools in
comparison to 19% for traditional schools, and are less likely to use pull-out
programs (37%), compared with traditional schools (61%). One reason might be
the number of special education teachers: only 2% make up the teaching staff for
start-up charter schools, with 16% for conversion charter schools (Hill, 2004). In
the area of assistive technology, 6% of charter students receive assistive
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technology, compared to 1% in traditional schools. Assistive technology refers to
assistive devices, adaptive computer technology, or specialized media
educational programs. Charter school students with disabilities are less likely to
be English language learners, Hispanic, or Asian, but more likely to be
Caucasian. Charter schools enrolled fewer students who qualified for free or
reduced-price meals (34% compared to 51%) (Hill, 2004). The overall charter
school population of students with disabilities was a mean of 12.76%, which is
higher than the national average of 11.5% (Rhim, Lange, & Ahearn, 2006).
Accountability
One of the concerns expressed by charter schools includes accountability
measures and how this applies to children with disabilities. Accountability should
not force charter schools to counsel-out children from enrolling (Nelson,
Rosenberg, & Van Meter, 2004). Advising families of students with disabilities
that they should not attend because the school cannot provide modifications and
accommodations is discriminatory and illegal (California Department of
Education, 2007).
Charter schools struggle to amass the human, fiscal, legal, and
organizational ability to meet requirements of a free, appropriate public education
(FAPE) (Rhim, Lange, & Ahearn, 2006). The average per-pupil cost for social
education is 2 1/2 times greater than general education (Beales & Bertonneau,
1997). Some charter school personnel lack the expertise in the allocation,
dissemination, and accounting required to access the special education
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entitlements. Often charter schools service students with disabilities by means of
full inclusion; using smaller classroom sizes to meet individual students' needs.
There is also the difficulty of getting records from the transferring school district
and the impact this has on the IEP process. Without having student records,
charter schools are left with less information when considering hiring special
instructional staff. In addition, many parents have become dissatisfied with the
previous special education program and so they avoid placing their child in
special education in a charter school. This places the charter school in a difficult
position in trying to comply with IDEA. Because of this, charter school operators
are not made aware of who qualified for special education and so do not expect
to include students with disabilities, which is why parents are counseled-out of
enrolling their child feeling that their child may not receive the needed services
(Nelson, Rosenberg, & Van Meter, 2004).
The cost of educating students who need intensive services can bankrupt
a charter school, and so they normally enroll students with mild disabilities, such
as speech and learning problems. These require less costly services, rather than
one-on-one instruction. In Massachusetts public school districts, approximately
10% of the students are classified as high-cost, while only 1% for charter
schools. An American Federation of Teachers (AFT) charter school study
showed that despite the fact charter schools do not "cream" middle-class and
bright students, they serve a smaller proportion of poor students in comparison to
the local school districts. Although charter schools are not allowed to be selective
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in their enrollment, they have found ways to influence what students attend
(American Federation of Teachers, 2002).
One way is by having parents sign a contract that they are committed to
working at the school for a certain number of hours or to monitor their children's
homework every night. For upper and middle-class parents this may not pose a
problem but can act as a deterrent for parents that are forced to work two or
more jobs. Moreover, charter schools have elected not to offer free or affordable
transportation and school lunch programs which can also act as a deterrent
(American Federation of Teachers, p. 17, 2002).
Parents as a Guiding Force
One of the major conflicts between charter schools and special education
authorities is that charter schools consider parents as the guiding force behind
the IEP process, whereas special education authorities are more concerned with
accountability, not compatibility with parents, in ensuring that all students are
appropriately served. The fundamental goals of special education should be
outlined in the IEP by the parents, teachers, mental health professionals, and
administration. This is in direct conflict with the way public schools operate,
where the teaching and professional staff has the deciding voice, instead of the
parents (Nelson, Rosenberg, & Van Meter, 2004).
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Results of Educational Efforts toward Students With/Without
Disabilities
Accountability
Like all California schools, charter schools must also develop a School
Accountability Report Card, but the specific content is not required by law.
Charter schools can develop their own report cards according to what they
consider significant (Nelson, Rosenberg, & Van Meter, 2004). Charter schools
are still required to participate in state tests (Finnegan, 2007).
Student Success
A report by the National Assessment of Education Progress in 2004
showed conflicting results of charter school student outcomes. There is little
national data available related to the number of students with disabilities who
attend charter schools (Rhim, Lange, & Ahearn, 2005). A study by the RAND
Corporation for the 2001-02 school year found that charter schools' API scores
were not significantly different from traditional public schools. Classroom-based
charter schools attained higher test scores than traditional public schools in
almost every grade level and subject (Hill, 2004).
A recent study by the RAND Corporation (2009) showed that charter
schools compared with traditional schools are able to raise student achievement
levels, but they vary greatly. Virtual charter schools tend to have lower test
scores compared to traditional schools. First-year charter schools have a
negative impact on student scores, but this is also common for first-year
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traditional schools. It was shown that charter school students have higher rates
of graduation and attending college (RAND, 2009).
Another study showed similar results with slight variations. Charter
schools in eight states were shown to be equivalent to traditional schools with
moderate negative effects in math and reading, such as in Texas and Chicago
middle schools. The results also showed that charter school students have
higher graduation rates than traditional school students. In Florida 57 percent
received a standard high school diploma, whereas 77 percent went on to
graduate. A student who attends charter school is 8 to 10 percentage points
more likely to attend college within five years after graduating from high school
(Zimmer, 2009).
However, the American Federation of Teachers found charter school
students generally do not do better, but in fact are often worse when compared
with traditional school students. Charter schools have not been held to the
agreement that they will trade freedom for increased accountability. Charter
schools are supposed to experiment with new curricula and classroom practices,
but have proven no more innovative than traditional schools. In fact, they
sometimes import existing programs from the school districts they are in
(American Federation of Teachers, 2002). Loveless's study (2002) discovered
that, nationally, charter schools scored significantly lower than traditional public
schools, whereas, Greene, Forster, and Winters (2003) encountered that charter
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schools outperform traditional public schools (Finnigan, Adelman, Anderson,
Cotton, Donnelly, & Price, 2004).
Student Scores
In looking over achievement test scores for charter schools, from 2003 to
2010, the results are mixed. In 2003, the average API scores for charter schools
was 698, compared to 683 for traditional, but traditional schools increased nine
API points, in comparison to two API points for charter schools (Rhim, Faukner,
& McLaughlin, 2006). Due to the delay in the release of the National
Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP), the American Federation of
Teachers (AFT) decided to analyze the NAEP's charter school results collected
in 2003. The results showed that when compared to traditional schools, charter
school students had lower scores for 4th grade (six points lower in math, seven
points lower in reading), and lower scores for 8th grade (five points lower in math,
two points lower in reading). When comparing student achievement by race,
there was no meaningful difference between charter and traditional schools
(Nelson, Rosenberg, & Van Meter, 2004). The notable difference was between
regular and special education students.
In 2004, charter school students with disabilities had higher proficiency
scores in English and language arts than those in traditional schools (13.74%
compared to 9.96%). Charter school students with disabilities also posted higher
scores in mathematics (14.40% compared to 13.22%) (Rhim, Faukner, &
McLaughlin, 2006). The same applied to CST scores in English-language arts,
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were charter school students with disabilities achieve higher proficiency rates
compared to their peers in traditional schools; in some cases the differences
were 9% or greater. In mathematics, charter school students with disabilities
achieved a greater level of proficiency than their peers in traditional schools, but
the difference was less than 2%. Proficiency rates between charter and
traditional schools were also higher for several subgroups (11.11% compared to
7.40%), other health impaired (15.20% compared to 11.16%) and autism
(38.60% compared to 23.19%) (Rhim, Faukner, & McLaughlin, 2006).
In 2007, EdSource evaluated the data for 383 charter schools and 7079
traditional public schools. For 2007, after adjusting for school size and student
background, it was found that charter elementary schools scored an average of
nine API points lower than traditional elementary schools, while charter middle
schools scored 45 API points higher than traditional middle schools and charter
high school scored 14 points higher than the traditional high schools. It was also
found that, in general, schools run by charter management organizations
(CMOs), such as Green Public Schools, Aspire Public Schools, and Knowledge
is Power Program (KIPP) performed better than non-CMO charter schools
(Majerowicz, 2008).
A report issued by the Center for Research on Education Outcomes
(2009) found that 17% of California charter schools reported academic gains
significantly higher than traditional schools, 37% showed gains that were worse,
and 46% showed no significant difference (Rhim, Faukner, & McLaughlin, 2006).
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An additional study done by the Center for Educational Reform in 2010
showed more positive results. Eighty-five percent of Colorado's charter
elementary schools made Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) compared to 75% of
traditional elementary schools. Eighty-one percent of charter middle schools
made AYP, compared to 49% of traditional middle schools. Eighty-one percent of
Georgia's charter school students made AYP compared to 79% of their traditional
school peers. From 2004 to 2007, 17 percent of California's charter schools
gained over 50 API points, compared to only 6 percent for traditional schools. In
2008, Los Angeles charter schools had a median API score of 728 compared to
663 for traditional schools (Center for Education, 2013).
Number of Students with Disabilities Enrolled In Charter Schools
The study done by Rhim and Lange (2005) shows that the percentage of
students with disabilities enrolled in charter schools is essentially that of the
national average, which counters critics' assertions that charter schools are not
enrolling a proportionate number of students with disabilities. The study did not
show the types of disabilities, which may support the criticism of enrolling
students with less severe disabilities (Rhim, Lange, & Ahearn, 2005). As of 2011,
7% of California's K-12 student population is now enrolled in charter schools
(Green, 2011).
Financial Stability
In addition to special education as a part of their general statistical reports,
charter schools must submit the same statistical reports regarding students,
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standardized tests, and budgets that traditional schools submit, with fiscal
responsibility playing an important part in a charter school’s success (Nelson,
Rosenberg, & Van Meter, 2004).
The primary reason for charter school closure is due to financial difficulties
(Consoletti, 2011). Charter schools are the least likely to have control over their
own budgets (Finnegan, 2007). This normally occurs because of lack of parental
support and student attendance, which may be indicative of academic problems.
Charter schools experience a 15% closure rate, which usually occurs in the first
five years of its inception (Consoletti, 2011). This is in contrast to public schools
which stay open regardless of their financial difficulties.
Charter schools on the average receive only 68% of their funding when
compared to traditional schools, which receive their full amount. Charter schools,
overall, are significantly underfunded in comparison to traditional schools, with a
19.2% difference in funding. A major cause behind this is charter schools' lack of
access to local and capital funding. States do not provide charter schools with
equal access to various funding sources, such as federal, state, local, and
schools facilities (Meagan Batdorff, Maloney, May, Doyle, & Hassel, 2010).
The state of California guaranteed that charter schools were to receive the
same level of funding as traditional schools; this was not the case for a variety of
reasons. School districts receive much of their funding from "categorical funds,"
which were to be used for specific programs. Charter schools, on the other hand,
receive much of their financial support from "block grants," which can be used for
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a range of purposes and are less restrictive. Unfortunately, these grants provide
at least $125 less per student. In addition, charter schools do not have access to
the money raised from school bonds or parcel taxes, even though parents of
charter school students pay into these taxes. Newer charter schools have been
impacted by the state budget crisis, which freezes funding levels to prior year
levels. Because new charter schools do not have prior years, they can lose more
than $1000 per pupil because of this (California Charter School Association,
2013).
California's new school formula was enacted in 2013 to rectify this. The
goal of Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) is to simplify how state funding is
provided to local educational agencies (LEAs) by eliminating revenue limits and
most categorical programs. For school districts and charter schools the LCFF
funding is based on grade span-specific base grants, plus supplemental and
concentration grants that reflect student demographic factors (California
Department of Education, 2014).
By law, charter schools are to be provided with school facilities, but this is
not always the case. As a result, many charter schools have to pay rent out of
their block funding, which could be spent in the classroom. This funding gap can
cost a charter school as much as $800 per student. Another fiscal challenge
deals with California's budget crisis. In an effort to deal with this crisis, California
uses what is referred to as “deferrals," where the State can delay payments to
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public schools for months, with some charter schools having 35% or more of their
funding delayed (California Charter School Association, 2013).
Consequently, they begin their operations at a deficit, which can make
their efforts to succeed insurmountable. Inadequate financial resources account
for 56% for schools closing. This is considered to be the most common challenge
and most difficult to overcome. Thirty-seven percent of charter schools are
closed due to financial reasons, 31% from mismanagement, 10% due to hostile
districts, 9% due to poor academic performance, 6.5% due to problems dealing
with facilities, and 6% for unknown reasons. This indicates that charter schools
are held accountable, but should be noted that a lack of financial equity and
suitable facilities make it difficult for charter schools to fulfill their mission
(Consoletti, 2011).
Approximately 6,700 charter schools have been open nationwide with
1,036 being closed since 1992, and out of the 1,100 charter schools that have
been approved in California, only 17% of them have been closed (Consoletti,
2011).

Proponents and Critics of Charter Schools
There are arguments for and against charter schools. The proponents:


Traditional schools fail to provide students with adequate educational
opportunities.
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School districts become mired in bureaucracy and are ineffective in
responding to these limitations.



Charter schools have greater academic and financial autonomy and more
direct community accountability.

The critics:


Charter schools divert financial and teaching resources.



Charter schools serve only a small fraction of California's students and
have not proven to be academically secure.



Charter schools lack proper accountability. (Green, 2011)
The goal behind charter schools in developing partnerships with special

education infrastructures is to have access to: 1) technical assistance, 2) a
financial safety net, 3) legal counsel, 4) organizational capacity, and 5)
specialized instructional personnel.
In looking over the various reasons for the successes and failures of
charter schools the liability cannot be placed solely on one agency, whether it be
federal, state, local, or the charter school itself. Studies have shown that there is
enough culpability for all involved.
Using existing public entities, such as local educational agencies (LEAs)
or state educational agencies (SEAs), as providers of special education is
practical, but if the districts' special education programs are dysfunctional so will
the charters’ programs, making them potentially liable. This is referred to as
isomorphism, where an effort is made to mimic the norms and organizational
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structure of school districts and state educational agencies (Rhim, Lange, &
Ahearn, 2006). The drawback with this approach is that state legislation virtually
provides no guidance in regards to accountability. States do not focus on student
achievement when considering renewing a charter school, which may be one
reason why low performing schools continue to operate (Consoletti, 2011).
A study by the U.S. Department of Education (2012) determined that the
Office of Innovation in Improvement (OII) did not effectively oversee and monitor
State Educational Agencies (SEAs). OII did not have an adequate corrective
action plan to correct the deficiencies in its annual reports. It did not provide
SEAs with adequate guidance and oversight in monitoring their activities to
comply with Federal laws and regulations. This is because OII did not: 1) require
the grantees and sub grantees to develop corrective action plans to address
monitoring issues and identify deficiencies; 2) have a risk-based approach for
selecting non-SEA grantees; and 3) adequately review SEA and non-SEA
grantees' fiscal activities.
In regards to California, its SEA reviewers were considered unqualified for
on-site monitoring. As a result, there were significant internal control deficiencies
because SEA: did not have adequate written policies and procedures for
monitoring charter schools that receive the SEA grant; had deficiencies in its
monitoring tool; maintained poor support documents as evidence of its
monitoring; and did not adequately document the closing charter schools and
what happened to their assets. California SEA staff countered that this was
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because they did not receive the proper training before conducting their site
visits. During the time of the study, 12 schools were closed, but with no follow-up
as to what happened to the $4,060,784 that was dispersed. Still, California had
the highest award of SEA grant funds and number of sub grantees across the
nation, with $181,888,687 being awarded during the fiscal years 2008 through
2011 (U.S. Department of Education, 2012).
California Charter School Association
In response to the statements leveled against charter schools, it would be
only fair to allow the California Charter School Association (CCSA) to address
these various accusations.
Some say that charter schools are unwilling to service students with
disabilities by often "counseling out" or referring students with disabilities to other
schools. Others accuse charter schools of enrolling only students with mild to
moderate disabilities. CCSA contends that charter schools take seriously their
responsibility to service all students, even those with exceptional needs. To
accomplish this goal, CCSA works with its charter school members to provide
and ensure compliance of special education services by building a statewide
infrastructure of resources available to all charter schools (California Charter
School Association, 2013).
To accomplish this mission, CCSA is targeting four areas:


Charter schools will have an infrastructure necessary to increase service
options for students with special needs.
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Advocate for SELPA and authorize arrangements to provide the flexibility
and autonomy necessary to better serve students.



Improve access to comprehensive and accurate data necessary to
understand the quality of services provided to special education charter
school students.



Advocate on both State and National levels to increase awareness of
charter school successes.
It is believed that through these efforts charter schools will be able to

increase the number of students with special needs served by charter schools
and equip them to serve a broader range of students with special needs
(California Charter School Association, 2013).
In response to the accusations that charter schools only accept the "cream
of the crop" and reject underperforming students, the CCSA asserts that charter
schools not recruit and select the best students. Charter schools are required by
law to hold a public lottery to determine who will enroll and so cannot engage in
selective admission policies. It is argued that California charter schools serve a
large number of low-achieving and at-risk students (California Charter School
Association, 2013).
To answer the charge that charter schools do not provide special
education services, CCSA states that charter schools are committed to serving
students with disabilities because they are designed to be more flexible and are

36

therefore uniquely situated to provide innovative, high-quality educational
services (California Charter School Association, 2013).
In reply to the myth that charter schools do not reflect the diversity of the
communities they serve, CCSA states that between 2010 and 2011 45% of
charter school students were Hispanic/Latino, 33% were white, 11% were
African-American, 4% Asian, and 5% other (Indian, Pacific Islander, and Multiracial subgroups) (California Charter School Association, 2013).
Finally, it is claimed that charter schools are not held accountable for
academic performance. CCSA maintains this is completely false in that charter
schools are held accountable by the local school districts and the families they
represent. When a charter school submits its petition, it must define its academic
goals. In order to continue, they must meet or exceed those goals. Secondly,
families can remove their children if they are dissatisfied with the school
(California Charter School Association, 2013).
Reason behind Students With/Without Disabilities Performance
Levels
It is interesting to note that one feature stands out, the academic
performance between regular and special education students; regular charter
school students perform below their traditional school peers, whereas, special
education charter school students outperform their traditional school peers.
In California, special education students are achieving academic
proficiency slightly higher than their peers in traditional schools, particularly in
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English, while proficiency levels for general education students scored the same
or below students in traditional public schools (Rhim, Faukner, & McLaughlin,
2006). Charter schools are reducing the number of special education students by
using early intervention strategies to keep students performing at grade level,
along with providing quality education in a regular classroom setting (Rhim,
Faukner, & McLaughlin, 2006).
Kolderie's blueprint for charter schools states that these new schools must
be "clear of traditional requirements" in order to "produce a different school; not a
replica of the school that exists today" (Kolderie, 1990, p.8). One of the possible
reasons for this difference is that the parents tend to have a higher level of
education and are more involved in their child's schooling (Rhim, Faukner, &
McLaughlin, 2006). Another reason is a general shortage of qualified special
education teachers and specialists. Charter schools struggle to hire and retain
special education staff (Nelson, Rosenberg, & Van Meter, 2004). This forces
charter schools to place their students with disabilities in general education
classroom. The services offered in this setting are individual and small-group
instruction, assistive technology, and resource specialists (Rhim, Faukner, &
McLaughlin, 2006).
This instruction is appropriate, adaptive, accommodative, and modified by
including: changing the manner which the material is presented; creating
personalized study guides; adapting textbooks; arranging the classroom
environment; altering task requirements; selecting alternative tasks; managing
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classroom behavior; promoting social acceptance; and using assistive
technology (California Department of Education, 2007). Charter schools’
approach toward adaptive and individualized instruction may not have benefited
regular education students, but has proven effective for students with disabilities.

Summary
The goal of education should be to prepare America's youth to compete in
today's global economy. This calls for new technological skills incorporated in
school curriculum and instruction. Unfortunately, the 1983 report “A Nation at
Risk: The Imperative for Educational Reform,” by the Reagan Administration,
showed that America's youth were not being prepared for the labor market, and
that a major structural change needed to take place (Goldberg and Harvey,
1983). Five years later, Albert Shanker recommended that charter schools act as
the means for change. Charter schools would become the alternative to
traditional schools in that they would set in motion a cycle of curriculum
improvement (American Federation of Teachers, 2002). They would act as
laboratories to test new and innovative approaches toward educating minorities,
at-risk and special needs students, along with being cost-effective. These are
worthy goals, but Charter schools are hindered by a number of factors:
inadequate funding; minimum guidance and support from local school districts;
shortage of qualified teachers, especially in special education; and the absence
of accountability. Those who oversee that charter schools are meeting or
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exceeding the mission goals outlined in their charter are referred to as
authorizers. Authorizers can be school boards, state boards of education,
colleges and universities, or independent charter school boards. Their obligation
is to hold charter schools accountable, while at the same time, lending guidance
and support. Unfortunately, this is not the norm. Many authorizers do not have
adequate data concerning student performance, financial stability, and effective
curriculum and instruction; this is why evaluations can be mixed or contradictory.
Another area where this is evident is with students with disabilities. Most charter
schools are not prepared to meet the demands of IDEA. Because of this, most of
the students are placed in regular classrooms where the instruction is one-onone and more individualized. Oddly, this has proven to be constructive inasmuch
as charter schools special needs students outperform their traditional school
peers, while regular education charter school students score below their
traditional school peers. All of these mixed results have brought into play critics
and proponents of charter schools.
Proponents of charter schools claim that traditional schools fail to provide
adequate educational opportunities, so charter schools are a better alternative
because they have greater academic autonomy and direct community
accountability. Critics argue that charter schools have not proven to be
academically superior and are in fact not held accountable as are traditional
schools, and they "counsel out" students with disabilities. Research has found
the outcomes to be mixed.
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Only 2% of American students attend charter schools. In general, charter
schools do enroll students with disabilities slightly less than traditional (7.6%
compared to 8.9%) (Hill, 2004). In contrast, another study showed charter
schools at 12.76%, with traditional at 11.5% (Rhim, Lange, & Ahearn, 2006).
There were differences in the types of disabilities. More students with mental
retardation attended traditional schools than charter schools (6% compared to
2%), while charter schools enrolled a greater number of students with specific
learning disabilities (61% compared to 55%) (Rhim, Faukner, & McLaughlin,
2006). Teaching strategies were also differed. Charter schools tend to
mainstream students with disabilities (64% compared to 19%) and were less
likely to use pull-out programs (37% compared to 61%) (Hill, 2004; Finnigan,
Adelman, Anderson, Cotton, Donnelly, & Price, 2004). Another difference is the
role parents play in the IEP process. Charter schools rely heavily on parental
participation and input, whereas traditional schools more on their professional
staff.
The outcome of charter schools’ reliance on parental support, along with
adaptive and innovative instruction, is why charter school students with
disabilities outperform those who attend traditional schools.
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CHAPTER THREE
DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

Methodology
Design and Theoretical Framework
The study answered the question, "How effective are SBCUSD charter
schools in meeting the needs of students with disabilities?" To answer this
question the study examined if charter schools are meeting their 2012 API target
goals for 2012 for regular, special education, and socioeconomically
disadvantaged students.
Researcher Background
My interest in charter schools began with accepting an
administrator/teacher position in opening up a charter school for the California
Conservation Corps (CCC). This was an adult charter school that targeted corps
members who had not graduated from high school, a number of which had
learning disabilities. The previous school had no graduates and was at the center
of a financial scandal which brought about its closure. When I arrived, there was
no classroom, curriculum, or office, only students. Instead of being discouraged, I
considered these exciting times.
I began enrolling students, looking over their transcripts to see what
subjects they needed to complete in order to graduate, and develop an
individualized curriculum for each student. I cleaned out a storage room for my
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office and began teaching the following week. I was able to create and develop
different teaching strategies for each student. The outcome at the end of the
school year was three graduates. The second year produced even more, and in
the third year we had enough graduates to have a commencement ceremony.
This may seem small in comparison to other graduations, but the circumstances
at the CCC are different. The CCC is a revolving door for adults who are mostly
homeless, under educated with no employable skills, and nowhere else to go.
Most corps members would be exited after a month in the program, so few
stayed to finish receiving a high school diploma and a vocational certification. In
the 3rd year, due to budget cuts, I had to look for employment and accepted a
principal/teacher position at a nonpublic school (NPS). This proved to be
enlightening, but also disappointing. I witnessed verbal and physical abuse in a
learning environment that was cruel and violent. This was the opposite of what I
was used to at the CCC.
It has been six years since I have been involved with nontraditional
schools. My views of charter schools were idealistic, while NPS's I considered
disgraceful. In one of my doctoral graduate classes, different issues were
discussed concerning charter schools; that they were not outperforming
traditional schools, and were sometimes worse. This meant that my perception of
charter schools was no longer accurate, that they had changed. The purpose of
this study is to determine if charter schools outperform traditional schools, or are
worse in regards to special education students.
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Settings and Context
The San Bernardino City Unified School District was founded in 1964
when it merged with the San Bernardino High School District (Wikipedia, 2012). It
is the eighth largest school district in California, with over 54,379 students, of
which 70.8% are Hispanic, 14.9% are African-American, 9.2% are Caucasian,
1.7% are Asian, and 1% are multiple races. The district is made up of 44
elementary schools, 10 middle schools, 8 high schools, 3 special education
schools, and 1 adult school. Of these, 13 are charter schools authorized by the
district. The charter schools are composed of different grade levels: 3 are grades
K-12, 2 are grades K-8, 1 is grades K-7, 2 are grades K-6, 2 are grades 7-12, 1 is
grades 6-12, 1 is grades 6-8, and 1 is grades 9-12 (San Bernardino City, 2013).

Data Collection
The data was gathered from the California Department of Education’s
Data Quest, an online data base that deals with the performance of California
charter and traditional schools. The data was analyzed using SPSS; a
quantitative analysis software.

Data Analysis
The study examined:


How the District's charter schools are performing.



Are some charter schools outperforming others?
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The differences of the API scores between regular, special education, and
socio-economically disadvantaged students by comparing the mean of the
charter schools with the district to see if there was any significant
difference.
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CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTS

Introduction
To measure student performance of these eight charter schools, an
analysis of their API scores for the past three years, from 2011-2013 was done.
One-way ANOVA (analysis of variance) was used to measure the differences of
the individual schools in comparison to each other to see if they were statistically
significant at the p<.05 level. The ANOVA is a statistical technique which
compares different sources of variance within a dataset to determine if there are
significant differences between two or more groups. The theory behind ANOVA is
that it calculates the ratio of the actual difference to the difference expected. This
ratio is called capital F ratio which is the actual difference in the variance
between groups and the expected difference in variance among groups.

Data Analysis
The original dataset was taken from Data Quest, which shows the
individual scores for charter schools and SBCUSD for 2011-2013 and whether
the projected growth targets were met. The State separates growth targets into
three groups: schoolwide; all student groups; and all targets. To gauge the
performance levels between charter schools and district the data was divided into
four sets: overall API scores; API scores for LD; charter versus SBCUSD overall
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scores; charter versus SBCUSD API scores for LD. Missing values were
replaced by substituting them with new values by using the Replaced Missing
Values function of SPSS, this was compared with listwise values (missing values
that were not replaced) to see if the difference was significant. This was critical
since 8 of 24 values were replaced.

Met Growth Targets
ASA Charter School
ASA charter did not meet its overall growth goals for 2011-2013. For 2013
there was actually a decrease of 9 points.
Casa Ramona Charter School
Casa Ramona met only its schoolwide goal for 2013, but not for all student
groups and all targets. None of the goals were met for 2012, instead there was a
62 point decrease. For 2011 there was no data except for schoolwide growth.
EXCEL Prep Charter School
EXCEL Prep only met its all student groups for 2013. For schoolwide there
was a decrease of 71 points. For 2012, again, the only target goal met was for all
student groups; there was a 41 point decrease for schoolwide. The only API goal
shown for 2011 was for schoolwide, Black or African American, and
socioeconomically disadvantaged. Because of missing data no growth targets
could be assessed.
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Hardy Brown College Prep
Hardy Brown only met its schoolwide goal for 2013. For 2012 all target
goals were not met: schoolwide; all student groups; and all targets. For 2011, the
only API scores were for 2011 schoolwide, Black or African American, and
socioeconomically disadvantaged, therefore no overall assessment could be
made.
New Vision Middle School
For New Vision, none of this growth targets for 2013 were met, whereas
all the goals for 2012 met. None of the goals for 2011 were met. Instead, there
was a 187 point decrease for schoolwide, 88 point decrease for Hispanic and
Latinos, and a 96 point decrease for socioeconomically disadvantaged.
Options for Youth
All the target goals for Options for Youth were met for the years 20112013.
Public Safety Academy (PSA)
Public Safety Academy for 2013 did not meet any of this growth targets,
but instead showed a 44 point decrease for schoolwide, 49 point decrease for
Hispanics or Latinos, 36 point decrease for quite, 55 point decrease for
socioeconomically disadvantaged, and a 67 point decrease for English learners.
The only data for 2012 were the growth targets for 2012, not for 2011. Therefore,
no assessment could be made. There was no data for 2011.
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SOAR Charter Academy
SOAR did not meet its growth target goals for 2013. The same is true for
2012. Instead, there was a 35 point decrease for schoolwide, 5 point decrease
for Hispanic or Latino, 19 point decrease for white, and a 19 point decrease for
socioeconomically disadvantage. On the other hand, on the growth target goals
for 2011 were met.
San Bernardino City Unified School District (SBCUSD)
SBCUSD met all its growth target goals for 2011-2013.

Charter School Performance
The next segment of data analysis dealt with whether charter schools
outperform each other and the district. This was addressed by the use of oneway ANOVA to compare the differences between charter schools and the district
to see if there was a significant difference.
Overall API Scores
The one-way between-subjects analysis of variance showed that there
were significant differences in API scores between individual mean scores of
charter schools and SBCUSD. The null hypothesis was that the individual API
scores for charter schools and the district would not be significantly different from
each other.
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Table 1
Overall API Scores
SMEAN (Scores)
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of Squares
67885.628
14349.333
82234.962

df
8
17
25

Mean Square
8485.704
844.078

F
10.053

Sig.
.000

F (8, 17) = 10.053, P =. 000

Because ANOVA showed there was a significant difference in individual
API scores for charter schools and the district the null hypothesis was rejected.
This difference in the API scores is shown in the Multiple Comparisons table.

Table 2
Multiple Comparisons (Overall API Scores)
Tukey HSD
(I)
(J) Schools
Schools

SOAR

ASA
Casa Ramona
EXCEL Prep
Hardy Brown
New Vision
Options for Youth
Public Safety
SBCUSD

Mean
Difference (IJ)

Std. Error

Sig.

95% Confidence
Interval
Lower
Upper
Bound
Bound

154.00000*
96.33333*
57.00000
-14.00000
84.33333*
91.00000*
8.66667
51.00000

23.72170
23.72170
23.72170
23.72170
23.72170
23.72170
26.52166
23.72170

.000
.018
.341
.999
.048
.028
1.00
.475

70.2865
12.6198
-26.7135
-97.7135
.6198
7.2865
-84.9279
-32.7135

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

50

237.7135
180.0469
140.7135
69.7135
168.0469
174.7135
102.2613
134.7135

The Multiple Comparisons outline gives the results for the Post-Hoc tasks
detailing the individual API mean scores for eight charter schools and SBCUSD
showing that there were significant differences between some and not others.
The Multiple Comparisons table for SOAR illustrates these differences between
schools. Four out of the eight API scores for the charter schools and district were
significantly different from those of SOAR's API scores.

Figure 1. Means Plots (Overall API Scores)

51

Means Plot (Overall API Scores)
The means plot for charter schools and the district graphically illustrates
how the mean API scores vary. ANOVA statistically proved that these mean
scores were significantly different.

API Scores for Learning Disabled
The one-way between-subjects analysis of variance showed that there are
significant differences in the individual API scores of LD for charter schools and
SBCUSD. The null hypothesis was that the individual API scores for LD for
charter schools and the district would not be significantly different from each
other. In addition, because eight of twenty-four scores were missing, a
comparison was made between data sets with and without missing scores by
replacing the missing values by substituting them with new values using the
Replaced Missing Values function of SPSS. These were compared with listwise
values (missing values that were not replaced) to see if there was a significant
difference.
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Table 3
API Scores for Learning Disabled
SMEAN (Scores)
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of Squares
36237.948
19981.802
56219.750

df
7
16
23

Mean Square
5176.850
1248.863

F
4.145

Sig.
.009

F (7, 16) = 4.145, P =. 009

Because ANOVA shows there was a significant difference in the individual
API scores of LD for charter schools and the district the null hypothesis was
rejected. This difference in the individual API scores was shown in the Multiple
Comparisons table.

Table 4
Multiple Comparisons (API Scores for Learning Disabled Scores)
Tukey HSD
(I)
Schools

(J) Schools

Mean
Difference (IJ)

Std. Error

Sig.

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Upper
Bound
Bound

SOAR

ASA
Casa Ramona
Hardy Brown
New Vision
Options for Youth
Public Safety
SBCUSD

94.75000
119.20833*
54.54167
43.66667
106.75000*
61.41667
114.00000*

28.85438
28.85438
28.85438
28.85438
28.85438
28.85438
28.85438

.070
.014
.575
.790
.032
.438
.020

-5.1482
19.3101
-45.3565
-56.2315
6.8518
-38.4815
14.1018

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
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194.6482
219.1065
154.4399
143.5649
206.6482
161.3149
213.8982

The Multiple Comparisons outline gave the results for the Post-Hoc tasks
detailing the individual API mean scores for seven charter schools and SBCUSD
showing that there were significant differences between some and not others.
The Multiple Comparisons table for SOAR illustrates the differences in the
individual API scores for LD students between schools. Three of the seven mean
API scores for charter schools and the district were significantly different from
those of SOAR's scores.

Table 5
API Listwise Scores for Learning Disabled
ANOVA
SMEAN (Listwise Scores)

Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of
Squares
49676.417
6543.333
56219.750

df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

7
8
15

7096.631
817.917

8.676

.003

F (7, 8) = 8.676, P =.003

Even with listwise scores ANOVA still showed there was a significant
difference in the LD API scores for charter schools and the district, so the null
hypothesis was rejected.
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Figure 2. Means Plots (API Scores for Learning Disabled Scores)

Means Plot
The means plot for charter schools and the district graphically illustrates
how the mean API scores for LD students vary. ANOVA statistically proved that
these mean scores were significantly different.

Charter versus San Bernardino City Unified School District
Overall Scores
The one-way between-subjects analysis of variance showed that there
were no significant differences in overall API scores between charter schools and
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the overall API scores for SBCUSD. The null hypothesis was that the overall API
scores for charter schools and the district would not be significantly different from
each other.

Table 6
Charter versus San Bernardino City Unified School District Overall Scores
ANOVA
SMEAN (Scores)
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of Squares
319.425
81907.536
82226.962

df
1
24
25

Mean Square
319.425
3412.814

F
.094

Sig.
.762

F (1, 24) = .094, P =.762

Because ANOVA showed there was no significant difference in the overall
API scores for charter schools and the district the null hypothesis was not
rejected. Therefore there was no significant difference between the academic
performance of charter school and the district. Post hoc tests were not performed
for Scores because there were fewer than three groups.

56

Figure 3. Means Plots (Charter versus San Bernardino City Unified School
District Overall Scores)

Means Plot (Charter versus San Bernardino City Unified School
District Overall Scores)
Even though the means plot for charter schools and the district show
SBCUSB scores were higher than those of charter schools, ANOVA statistically
verified the mean scores were not significantly different.
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Charter versus San Bernardino City Unified School District API
Scores for Learning Disabled
The Multiple Comparisons outline gave the results for the Post-Hoc tasks
detailing the combined API mean scores for seven charter schools and the
combined API scores for SBCUSD showing there were no significant differences
between charter schools and SBCUSD. The Multiple Comparisons table for
SBCUSD illustrated the differences in the mean API scores of LD students for
charter schools and the district were not significant. Only one of the seven mean
API scores for charter schools and the district was significantly different. The
one-way between-subjects analysis of variance verified that there were no
significant differences in the combined API scores for LD between individual
charter schools and SBCUSD. The null hypothesis was that the combined API
scores for LD for charter schools and the combined API scores for the district
would not be significantly different from each other. In addition, because eight of
twenty-four scores were missing, a comparison was made between data sets
with and without missing scores by replacing the missing values by substituting
them with new values using the Replaced Missing Values function of SPSS.
These were compared with listwise values (missing values that were not
replaced) to see if there was a significant difference.
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Table 7
Multiple Comparisons (API Scores for Learning Disabled Scores)
Tukey HSD
(I)
Schools

(J) Schools

Mean
Difference (IJ)

Std. Error

Sig.

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Upper
Bound
Bound

SBCUS
D

ASA
Casa Ramona
Hardy Brown
New Vision
Options for Youth
Public Safety
SOAR

-19.25000
5.20833
-59.45833
-70.33333
-7.25000
-52.58333
-114.00000*

28.85438
28.85438
28.85438
28.85438
28.85438
28.85438
28.85438

.997
1.00
.476
.288
1.00
.615
.020

-119.1482
-94.6899
-159.3565
-170.2315
-107.1482
-152.4815
-213.8982

80.6482
105.1065
40.4399
29.5649
92.6482
47.3149
-14.1018

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

Table 8
Charter versus San Bernardino City Unified School District API Scores for
Learning Disabled
ANOVA
SMEAN (Scores)
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of Squares
5406.006
50813.744
56219.750

df
1
22
23

Mean Square
5406.006
2309.716

F
2.341

Sig.
.140

F (1, 22) = 2.341, P =.140

Because ANOVA showed there was a significant difference in the
combined API scores for LD for charter schools and the district the null
hypothesis was rejected. Post hoc tests were not performed for Scores because
there were fewer than three groups.
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Table 9
Charter versus San Bernardino City Unified School District API Listwise
Scores for Learning Disabled
ANOVA
SMEAN (Listwise Scores)
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Sum of Squares
5821.853
50397.897
56219.750

df
1
14
15

Mean Square
5821.853
3599.850

F
1.617

Sig.
.224

F (1, 14) = 1.617, P =.224

Because ANOVA shows there was a significant difference in the combined
API scores of LD for charter schools and the district, the null hypothesis was
rejected; this included both listwise and non-listwise data sets. Post hoc tests
were not performed for Scores because there were fewer than three groups.
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Figure 4. Means Plots (Charter versus San Bernardino City Unified School
District API Scores for Learning Disabled)

Means Plot (Charter versus San Bernardino City Unified School
District API Scores for Learning Disabled)
Even though the means plot for charter schools and the district show
charter schools scores were higher than those for SBCUSB, ANOVA statistically
verified that these mean scores were not significantly different.
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CHAPTER FIVE
CONCLUSION

Introduction
One study by the RAND Corporation for 2001/2002 showed that charter
school API scores were not significantly different from traditional schools (Hill,
2004). A more recent study in 2009 by the RAND Corporation showed that
charter schools are able to raise API scores, but these scores vary between
schools. The study showed that individual APIs scores for SBCUSD charter
schools were significantly different from one another and the district. The same
was true for students with learning disabilities. In contrast, the combined overall
API mean scores for charter schools and the combined overall API scores for
SBCUSD were not significantly different. The same was true for the combined
API scores for LD.

Results
The results of the study were similar to previous studies in that the
individual API scores for charter schools and the district carried from each other,
while the combined mean scores for charter schools and the district were not
significantly different.
In comparing the growth targets for 2013 - 2011 this becomes evident. Out
of the eight charter schools only one met all of the growth targets for 2013 2011. Three schools partially met their target goals, while four did not meet any
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of their goals for 2013 - 2011. SBCUSD, on the other hand, meet all its goals for
2013 - 2011.
The next segment of data dealt with the hypothesis that overall API scores
for charter schools and the district would not be significantly different from each
other. The hypothesis was rejected because there was a significant difference in
overall API scores. This finding is similar to RAND's 2009 study which showed
that student achievement levels varied greatly among charter schools. The
Multiple Comparisons outlay for SOAR showed that four of eight charter schools
and the district were significantly different.
The next dataset dealt with the API scores for students with learning
disabilities. The scores also varied from school to school and proved to be
significantly different. The Multiple Comparisons outlay for API scores for LD
showed that the scores for SOAR were significantly different for two charter
schools and the district.
One interesting finding was that even though only one charter school met
all its target goals for 2013 - 2011 there was no significant difference of the eight
charter schools' combined API scores with the district's combined scores. The
means plot for charter versus SBCUSD overall scores showed that the SBCUSD
scores were higher than those for charter schools. Yet, ANOVA verified that
these mean scores were not significantly different, F (1, 24) = .094, P = .762.
Another similar finding was the combined API scores for charter schools
compared to the combined API scores for SBCUSD. The means plot for LD
showed a significant difference in the individual means scores for charter schools
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and the district. Yet, the Multiple Comparisons outlay that compared the API
scores for LD for SBCUSD with the eight charter schools showed only one
significant difference between SBCUSD and SOAR. This was verified by ANOVA
for listwise and non-listwise combined API LD scores for charter schools with the
combined scores of the district, which showed there was no significant
difference: listwise, F (1, 43) = 1.617, P = .224; non-listwise, capital F (1, 22) =
2.341, P = .140. This is accurate in spite of the fact that the means plot for
charter versus SBCUSD scores for LD showed charter school scores higher than
the district’s. These results are contrary to the study by Rhim, Faukner, and
McLaughlin (2006) which showed that in 2004 charter school students with
disabilities outperformed their traditional school peers in English, language arts,
and math.

Conclusion
It has been demonstrated that while there was no significant difference
between SBCUSD and the charter schools under its jurisdiction, the schools are
failing in the mission outlined in NCLB, that they are to play a key role laid out by
NCLB in creating successful learning environments (Nelson, Rosenberg, & Van
Meter, 2004; Rim, Lange, & Ahearn, 2005). Some charter schools have
accomplished this goal, while others have not (RAND, 2009).
The results of this study have shown that only one charter school of the
eight examined had met all of its target goals. The four that did not meet their
goals, actually showed a decrease in student achievement. While overall scores
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varied, they were not significantly different from the district's scores. Still, four of
eight charter schools were not meeting their target goals, but in fact their
students learning outcomes decreased, which is unacceptable by the standards
set by NCLB. Charter schools are to act as a place where new and innovative
teaching strategies are to be developed and shared. Unfortunately, half of the
schools examined did not accomplish this. It behooves the district to take
responsibility and investigate why and take corrective measures. It is beyond the
scope of this study to examine the reasons for such deficient performance.
Nevertheless, these performance levels must be addressed and corrected if
learning is to take place.

Limitations
The study raises the question, why for three years (2011 - 2013) half of
the SBCUSD charter schools examined not meet their growth target goals, but in
fact regressed? This is critical because America's future will rest on the shoulders
of its educated youth.

Future Study
A qualitative study can be conducted that will focus on why SBCUSD charter
schools are not addressing the needs of their students with disabilities.
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APPENDIX: A
INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD #13012 APPROVAL LETTER
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APPENDIX: B
SAN BERNARDINO CITY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
CHARTER SCHOOL API SCORES

68

ASA Charter School
Met Growth Targets
Schoolwide:
All Student Groups:
All Targets:

No
No
No

Groups
Number
of
Students Numerically
Included Significant
in 2013
in Both
API
Years

201213
20122013 2012 Growth 13
Met Growth
Growth Base Target Growth
Target

Schoolwide

173

Black or African American

39

No

American Indian or Alaska Native

0

No

Asian

3

No

Filipino

1

No

106

Yes

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander

0

No

White

20

No

Two or More Races

4

No

Socioeconomically Disadvantaged

160

Yes

English Learners

14

No

Students with Disabilities

11

No

530

Hispanic or Latino

Met Growth Targets
Schoolwide:
All Student Groups:
All Targets:
Groups

617

626

9

-9

No

563

612

634

639

8

-5

No

613

626

9

-13

No

664

686

581

No
No
No

Number
of
Students Numerically
2011Included Significant
12
2011in 2012
in Both
2012 2011 Growth 12
Met Growth
API
Years
Growth Base Target Growth
Target
Schoolwide
156
627 625
9
2
No
Black or African American
31
No
617 622
American Indian or Alaska Native
0
No
Asian
3
No
Filipino
1
No
Hispanic or Latino
106
Yes
639 619
9
20
Yes
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
0
No
White
7
No
650
Two or More Races
7
No
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Socioeconomically Disadvantaged
English Learners
Students with Disabilities

156
24

Yes
No

7

No

627
683

Met Growth Targets
Schoolwide:
All Student Groups:
All Targets:

626
659

9

1

No

No
No
No

Groups
Number
of
Students Numerically
Included Significant
in 2012
in Both
API
Years
Schoolwide

156

Black or African American

31

No

American Indian or Alaska Native

0

No

Asian

3

No

Filipino

1

No

106

Yes

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander

0

No

White

7

No

Hispanic or Latino

Two or More Races

201112
20112012 2011 Growth 12
Met Growth
Growth Base Target Growth
Target
627

625

617

622

639

619

2

No

9

20

Yes

9

1

No

650

7

No

Socioeconomically Disadvantaged

156

Yes

627

626

English Learners

24

No

683

659

Students with Disabilities

7

No
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9

Casa Ramona Charter
Met Growth Targets
Schoolwide:
All Student Groups:
All Targets:

Yes
No
No

Groups
Number
of
Students Numerically
2012Included Significant
13
2012in 2013
in Both
2013 2012 Growth 13
Met Growth
API
Years
Growth Base Target Growth
Target
Schoolwide

317

662

654

7

8

Yes

662

656

7

6

No

Black or African American

2

No

American Indian or Alaska Native

0

No

Asian

0

No

Filipino

0

No

308

Yes

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander

0

No

White

5

No

Two or More Races

2

No

Socioeconomically Disadvantaged

247

Yes

664

654

7

10

Yes

English Learners

233

Yes

636

631

8

5

No

11

No

521

527

Hispanic or Latino

Students with Disabilities
Met Growth Targets
Schoolwide:
No
All Student
No
Groups:
All Targets:
No
Groups

Number
of
Students Numerically
Included Significant
in 2012
in Both
API
Years
Schoolwide

253

Black or African American

1

No

American Indian or Alaska Native

0

No

Asian

0

No

Filipino

0

No

251

Yes

Hispanic or Latino
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201112
20112012 2011 Growth 12
Met Growth
Growth Base Target Growth
Target
654

716

5

-62

No

656

715

5

-59

No

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander

0

No

White

1

No

Two or More Races

0

No

Socioeconomically Disadvantaged

253

Yes

654

714

5

-60

No

English Learners
Students with Disabilities

191
13

Yes
No

631
526

678

6

-47

No

Met Growth Targets
Schoolwide:
All Student Groups:
All Targets:

N/A

Groups
Number
of
Students Numerically
Included Significant
in 2011
in Both
API
Years
Schoolwide

270

714

Black or African American

0

No

American Indian or Alaska Native

0

No

Asian

0

No

Filipino

0

No

269

No

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander

1

No

White

0

No

Two or More Races
Socioeconomically Disadvantaged

0
267

No
No

English Learners
Students with Disabilities

196
5

No
No

Hispanic or Latino

Met
2010Student
11
2010- Groups
2011 2010 Growth 11
Growth
Growth Base Target Growth Target
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714

713
677

B

B

B

EXCEL Prep Charter School
Met Growth Targets
Schoolwide:
All Student Groups:
All Targets:

No
Yes
No

Groups
Number
of
Students Numerically
Included Significant
in 2013
in Both
API
Years
Schoolwide

51

Black or African American

33

No

American Indian or Alaska Native

0

No

Asian

0

No

Filipino

0

No

Hispanic or Latino

11

No

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander

0

No

White
Two or More Races
Socioeconomically Disadvantaged

4
3
12

No
No
No

English Learners
Students with Disabilities

0

No

5

No

Met Growth Targets
Schoolwide:
All Student Groups:
All Targets:

201213
20122013 2012 Growth 13
Met Growth
Growth Base Target Growth
Target
655

726

659

724

5

-71

No

656

649

720

No
Yes
No

Groups

Schoolwide

Number
of
Students Numerically
2011Included Significant
12
2011in 2012
in Both
2012 2011 Growth 12
Met Growth
API
Years
Growth Base Target Growth
Target
33
726 769
5
-43
No

Black or African American
American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian
Filipino

27
0
1
0

No
No
No
No

Hispanic or Latino
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander

4
0

No
No

73

724

778

White
Two or More Races
Socioeconomically Disadvantaged
English Learners
Students with Disabilities

Met Growth Targets
Schoolwide:
All Student Groups:
All Targets:
Groups

0
0
32
0
2

No
No
No
No
No

720

749

N/A
Number
of
Students Numerically
Included Significant
in 2011
in Both
API
Years

Schoolwide

52

Black or African American

43

No

American Indian or Alaska Native

0

No

Asian

1

No

Filipino

0

No

Hispanic or Latino

2

No

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander

0

No

White
Two or More Races

4
0

No
No

Socioeconomically Disadvantaged

39

No

English Learners
Students with Disabilities

2
3

No
No

201011
20102011 2010 Growth 11
Growth Base Target Growth
769

74

778

749

B

B

B

Met
Student
Groups
Growth
Target

Hardy Brown College Prep
Met Growth Targets
Schoolwide:
All Student Groups:
All Targets:

Yes
No
No

Groups
Number
of
Students Numerically
Included Significant
in 2013
in Both
API
Years
Schoolwide

152

Black or African American
American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian

139
2
0

Yes
No
No

Filipino

0

No

Hispanic or Latino

8

No

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander

0

No

White
Two or More Races
Socioeconomically Disadvantaged
English Learners
Students with Disabilities

0
3
149
5
21

No
No
Yes
No
No

Met Growth Targets
Schoolwide:
All Student Groups:
All Targets:

201213
20122013 2012 Growth 13
Met Growth
Growth Base Target Growth
Target
802

795

5

7

Yes

796

794

5

2

No

2

0

No

741

798

798

650

593

Yes
Yes
Yes

Groups
Number
of
Students Numerically
Included Significant
in 2012
in Both
API
Years
Schoolwide

159

Black or African American

127

Yes

American Indian or Alaska Native

1

No

Asian

0

No

Filipino

0

No

Hispanic or Latino

16

No

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander

0

No

75

201112
20112012 2011 Growth 12
Met Growth
Growth Base Target Growth
Target
798

763

5

35

Yes

797

763

5

34

Yes

747

White

0

No

Two or More Races

3

No

157

Yes

English Learners

6

No

Students with Disabilities

17

No

Socioeconomically Disadvantaged

Met Growth Targets
Schoolwide:
All Student Groups:
All Targets:

800

763

5

37

Yes

592

N/A

Groups
Number
of
Students Numerically
Included Significant
in 2011
in Both
API
Years
Schoolwide

106

Black or African American
American Indian or Alaska Native

102
0

No
No

Asian

0

No

Filipino

0

No

Hispanic or Latino

1

No

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander

0

No

White
Two or More Races
Socioeconomically Disadvantaged
English Learners

0
2
106
0

No
No
No
No

8

No

Students with Disabilities

Met
2010Student
11
2010- Groups
2011 2010 Growth 11
Growth
Growth Base Target Growth Target
763

76

763

763

B

B

B

New Vision Middle School
Met Growth Targets
Schoolwide:
All Student Groups:
All Targets:

No
No
No

Groups
Number
of
Students Numerically
Included Significant
in 2013
in Both
API
Years
Schoolwide

257

Black or African American

45

No

American Indian or Alaska Native

3

No

Asian

3

No

Filipino

0

No

177

Yes

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander

2

No

White

24

No

Two or More Races

3

No

Socioeconomically Disadvantaged

101

English Learners
Students with Disabilities

99
25

Hispanic or Latino

Met Growth Targets
Schoolwide:
All Student Groups:
All Targets:
Groups

201213
20122013 2012 Growth 13
Met Growth
Growth Base Target Growth
Target
700

711

5

-11

No

667

689

698

700

5

-2

No

768

794

Yes

670

696

5

-26

No

Yes
No

679
611

679
617

6

0

No

Yes
Yes
Yes

Schoolwide
Black or African American
American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian
Filipino
Hispanic or Latino
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
White
Two or More Races

Number
of
Students Numerically
2011Included Significant
12
2011in 2012
in Both
2012 2011 Growth 12
Met Growth
API
Years
Growth Base Target Growth
Target
261
700 657
7
43
Yes
44
No
671 684
1
No
1
No
0
No
186
Yes
690 624
9
66
Yes
0
No
25
No
787 752
4
No

77

Socioeconomically Disadvantaged
English Learners
Students with Disabilities

Met Growth Targets
Schoolwide:
All Student Groups:
All Targets:

222
108
20

Yes
Yes
No

685
671
612

639
564
638

8
12

46
107

Yes
Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes

Groups
Number
of
Students Numerically
Included Significant
in 2012
in Both
API
Years
Schoolwide

261

Black or African American

44

No

American Indian or Alaska Native

1

No

Asian

1

No

Filipino

0

No

186

Yes

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander

0

No

White

25

No

Two or More Races

4

No

Socioeconomically Disadvantaged

222

English Learners
Students with Disabilities

Hispanic or Latino

201112
20112012 2011 Growth 12
Met Growth
Growth Base Target Growth
Target
700

657

671

684

690

624

787

752

Yes

685

108

Yes

20

No

78

7

43

Yes

9

66

Yes

639

8

46

Yes

671

564

12

107

Yes

612

638

Options for Youth
Met Growth Targets
Schoolwide:
All Student Groups:
All Targets:

Yes
Yes
Yes

Groups
Number
of
Students Numerically
2012Included Significant
13
2012in 2013
in Both
2013 2012 Growth 13
Met Growth
API
Years
Growth Base Target Growth
Target
Schoolwide

357

Black or African American

45

No

American Indian or Alaska Native

2

No

Asian

1

No

Filipino

0

No

266

Yes

0

No

33
8
309
25

Hispanic or Latino
Native Hawaiian or Pacific
Islander
White
Two or More Races
Socioeconomically Disadvantaged
English Learners
Students with Disabilities
Met Growth Targets
Schoolwide:
All Student Groups:
All Targets:

713

689

669

732

714

678

No
No
Yes

780

681

709

687

No

604

699

6

24

Yes

6

36

Yes

6

22

Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes

Groups
Number
of
Students Numerically
2011Included Significant
12
2011in 2012
in Both
2012 2011 Growth 12
Met Growth
API
Years
Growth Base Target Growth
Target
Schoolwide

247

Black or African American
American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian

28
2
2

No
No
No

Filipino

0

No

174

Yes

Hispanic or Latino

79

682

653

723

627

669

648

7

29

Yes

8

21

Yes

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander

0

No

White
Two or More Races

31
7

No
No

681

676

Socioeconomically Disadvantaged

214

Yes

679

648

English Learners
Students with Disabilities

37
12

No
No

693
494

Met Growth Targets
Schoolwide:
All Student Groups:
All Targets:

8

31

Yes

Yes
Yes
Yes

Groups
Number
of
Students Numerically
Included Significant
in 2012
in Both
API
Years
Schoolwide

247

Black or African American

28

No

American Indian or Alaska Native

2

No

Asian

2

No

Filipino

0

No

174

Yes

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander

0

No

White

31

No

Two or More Races

7

No

Socioeconomically Disadvantaged

214

English Learners
Students with Disabilities

Hispanic or Latino

201112
20112012 2011 Growth 12
Met Growth
Growth Base Target Growth
Target
682

653

723

627

669

648

681

676

Yes

679

648

37

No

693

12

No

494

80

7

29

Yes

8

21

Yes

8

31

Yes

Public Safety Academy (PSA)
Met Growth Targets
Schoolwide:
All Student Groups:
All Targets:

No
No
No

Groups
Number
of
Students Numerically
2012Included Significant
13
2012in 2013
in Both
2013 2012 Growth 13
Met Growth
API
Years
Growth Base Target Growth
Target
Schoolwide

308

Black or African American

18

No

American Indian or Alaska Native

4

No

Asian

8

No

Filipino

0

No

214

Yes

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander

0

No

White
Two or More Races
Socioeconomically Disadvantaged

59
3
234

English Learners
Students with Disabilities

Hispanic or Latino

726

770

5

-44

No

734

761

705

754

5

-49

No

Yes
No
Yes

761

797

3

-36

No

713

768

5

-55

No

91

Yes

687

754

5

-67

No

10

No

636

Met Growth Targets
Schoolwide:
All Student Groups:
All Targets:
N/A
Groups
Number
of
Students Numerically
Included Significant
in 2012
in Both
API
Years
Schoolwide

324

Black or African American

30

No

American Indian or Alaska Native

7

No

Asian

6

No

Filipino

0

No

204

No

0

No

Hispanic or Latino
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander

201112
20112012 2011 Growth 12
Met Growth
Growth Base Target Growth
Target
760

81

745

743

B

B

B

White

72

No

Two or More Races

4

No

Socioeconomically Disadvantaged

194

No

756

English Learners

70

No

734

Students with Disabilities

14

No

630

Met Growth Targets
Schoolwide:
All Student Groups:
All Targets:

790

N/A

Groups
Number
of
Students Numerically
Included Significant
in 2012
in Both
API
Years

201112
20112012 2011 Growth 12
Met Growth
Growth Base Target Growth
Target

Schoolwide

324

Black or African American

30

No

American Indian or Alaska Native

7

No

Asian

6

No

Filipino

0

No

204

No

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander

0

No

White

72

No

Two or More Races

4

No

Socioeconomically Disadvantaged

194

No

756

English Learners

70

No

734

Students with Disabilities

14

No

630

Hispanic or Latino

760

82

745

743

790

B

B

B

SOAR Charter Academy
Met Growth Targets
Schoolwide:
All Student Groups:
All Targets:

No
No
No

Groups
Number
of
Students Numerically
2012Included Significant
13
2012in 2013
in Both
2013 2012 Growth 13
Met Growth
API
Years
Growth Base Target Growth
Target
Schoolwide

298

Black or African American

57

No

American Indian or Alaska Native

7

No

Asian

3

No

Filipino

0

No

135

Yes

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander

2

No

White

78

Hispanic or Latino

761

764

5

-3

No

727

730

762

758

5

4

No

Yes

804

806

A

-2

Yes

5

-5

No

Two or More Races

16

No

653

675

Socioeconomically Disadvantaged

215

Yes

743

748

English Learners
Students with Disabilities

26

No

750

718

21

No

714

623

Met Growth Targets
Schoolwide:
No
All Student Groups: No
All Targets:
No
Groups
Number
of
Students Numerically
Included Significant
in 2013
in Both
API
Years
Schoolwide

298

Black or African American

57

No

American Indian or Alaska Native

7

No

Asian

3

No

Filipino

0

No

135

Yes

2

No

Hispanic or Latino
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander

83

201213
20122013 2012 Growth 13
Met Growth
Growth Base Target Growth
Target
761

764

727

730

762

758

5

-3

No

5

4

No

White
Two or More Races

78
16

Yes
No

804
653

806
675

A

-2

Yes

Socioeconomically Disadvantaged

215

Yes

743

748

5

-5

No

English Learners

26

No

750

718

Students with Disabilities

21

No

714

623

Met Growth Targets
Schoolwide:
All Student Groups:
All Targets:

Yes
Yes
Yes

Groups
Number
of
Students Numerically
Included Significant
in 2011
in Both
API
Years
Schoolwide

174

Black or African American

35

No

American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian

7
4

No
No

Filipino

0

No

Hispanic or Latino

68

No

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander

0

No

White
Two or More Races
Socioeconomically Disadvantaged
English Learners

53
6
119
20

Students with Disabilities

11

Met
2010Student
11
2010- Groups
2011 2010 Growth 11
Growth
Growth Base Target Growth Target
797

755

793

733

762

734

No
No
Yes
No

823

792

765
779

724
756

No

660

84

5

42

5

41

Yes

APPENDIX: C
SAN BERNARDINO CITY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
API SCORES

85

San Bernardino City Unified 2013 API Scores
Academic Performance Index (API) - Additional Indicator for AYP
2012 Base
2013
API
Growth API
727
729

2012-13
Growth
2

Met 2013
API Criteria
Yes

Alternative Method

2013 API Criteria for meeting federal AYP: A minimum "2013 Growth API"
score of 740 OR "2012-11 Growth" of at least one point.
San Bernardino City Unified Academic Performance Index (API) - Additional
Indicator for AYP

Number of Numerically
Students
Significant
2012 Included in
in Both
2013 2012 13
2013 API
Years
Growth Base Growth
Groups
LEA-wide
Black or African American
American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian
Filipino
Hispanic or Latino
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
White
Two or More Races
Socioeconomically Disadvantaged
English Learners
Students with Disabilities

34,816
4,562
205
583
169
25,777
174
2,819
357
32,822
15,531
3,726

86

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

729
686
711
841
822
727
723
795
687
723
705
564

727
688
711
832
847
723
732
789
724
726
702
550

2
-2
0
9
-25
4
-9
6
-37
-3
3
14

San Bernardino City Unified 2012 API Scores
Academic Performance Index (API) - Additional Indicator for AYP
2011 Base
2012
2011-12 Met 2012
API
Growth API Growth API Criteria
711
726
15
Yes

Alternative Method

2012 API Criteria for meeting federal AYP: A minimum "2012 Growth API"
score of 740 OR "2011-12 Growth" of at least one point.
San Bernardino City Unified Academic Performance Index (API) - Additional
Indicator for AYP

Number of Numerically
Students
Significant
2011 Included in
in Both
2012 2011 12
2012 API
Years
Growth Base Growth
Groups
LEA-wide
Black or African American
American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian
Filipino
Hispanic or Latino
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
White
Two or More Races
Socioeconomically Disadvantaged
English Learners
Students with Disabilities

35,235
4,847
190
608
163
25,645
187
3,023
227
34,992
15,719
3,518

87

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

726
687
712
832
846
723
726
788
720
725
701
549

711
672
695
831
843
707
730
770
731
701
688
537

15
15
17
1
3
16
-4
18
-11
24
13
12

San Bernardino City Unified 2011 API Scores
Academic Performance Index (API) - Additional Indicator for AYP
2010 Base
2011
2010-11 Met 2012
API
Growth API Growth API Criteria
699
713
14
Yes

Alternative Method

2011 API Criteria for meeting federal AYP: A minimum "2011 Growth API"
score of 740 OR "2010-11 Growth" of at least one point.
San Bernardino City Unified Academic Performance Index (API) - Additional
Indicator for AYP

Number of Numerically
Students Significant
2010 Included in in Both
2011 2010 11
2011 API
Years
Growth Base Growth
Groups
LEA-wide
Black or African American
American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian
Filipino
Hispanic or Latino
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
White
Two or More Races
Socioeconomically Disadvantaged
English Learners
Students with Disabilities

35,235
5,002
206
620
165
25,382
188
3,283
159
31,757
15,941
3,637

88

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

713
675
696
835
843
708
730
773
731
703
690
542

699
666
694
804
820
693
687
766
706
689
677
539

14
9
2
31
23
15
43
7
25
14
13
3
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